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Abstract 
This study used Bolman and Deal’s (2008) framework to examine the leadership orientations of a dean of a private university in 
Malaysia. The LOS-self instrument was administered to the dean while the LOS-other instrument was administered to 35 of the 
dean’s staff reporting directly to her. Results show that the dean perceived her leadership orientations slightly different compared 
to her staff. Gender, age, academic qualification, current position held, number of years spent in their current job and managerial 
experience did not cause any significant differences in outcomes of the study. The dean exhibited two frames, which implies that 
it is necessary for future deans to be trained for leadership skill to meet the growing demands of the job. 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Research on leadership has been multi-dimensional in nature where evaluation is made based on different 
perspectives (Sergiovanni, 1984; Bolman & Deal, 1984; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Covey, 1989; Bennis, 1995). 
According to Hoy and Miskel (2001) leadership is referred to as the ability to support and enable a group of people 
to accomplish a common task. Yukl (1998) expresses the view of leadership as “a social process” in which group 
members may influence the selection of goals, processes, and outcomes, and may even reshape the nature of power 
relationships within the organization.  
This study is carried out since research on leadership of a dean, a key management position within today’s 
universities, which is still rather limited. Much of the research carried out using the Bolman and Deal four-frame 
model (1984, 2003 & 2008) has been concentrated in universities within the United States. There is limited literature 
on research carried out in private universities in Malaysia using this model. This research hopes to fill the gap found 
in the existing research and literature on dean’s leadership styles within private universities in Malaysia. Past 
research conducted on frame preference in relationship to leadership effectiveness by Bolman and Deal (1991) show 
that managers often use only one or two frames, but effective leaders use three or more frames (multi-frames). This 
model has proven how leaders’ thinking relates to leadership effectiveness, and that a multi-frame orientation yields 
the most effective leaders.  
Besides that, much of the research carried out in the past has only utilized Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership 
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Orientation Survey (LOS-self) instrument. The validity of self-ratings is generally low when using only the self-
section of the instrument. This is because the LOS-self can be subject to bias and the results obtained from one 
leader rating self are not as valid. In this study, both the LOS-self and LOS-other instruments are used to evaluate 
the dean’s perceived leadership orientations of herself compared to the perceived leadership orientations by her 
direct reports. 
 
2. Purpose of Study  
 
The purpose of this case study is to examine the leadership frames of a dean in a private university in Malaysia 
using the Bolman and Deal framework. More specifically, the research objectives are to examine the frames that are 
linked to the perceived leadership effectiveness of the dean, and the relationship between demographic variables and 
leadership effectiveness of the dean. 
 
3. Method  
This study investigated the correlation of leadership frames based on Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership 
Orientation Survey evaluated by a dean of a private university and her direct reports, who are the staff reporting 
directly to her (n = 33) and evaluating her leadership frames.  
 
In this study, leadership effectiveness, reflected by the leadership orientations of the dean, was examined based on 
Bolman and Deal’s (1984) four leadership frames are structural frame, human resource frame, political frame and 
symbolic frame. This instrument has two parallel forms: a) one for the dean to rate self (LOS-self), and b) another in 
which the dean’s subordinates can rate him or her (LOS-other). Both the instruments consist of four sections: The 
first section consists of thirty-two questions on a Likert-like five-option scale. The scoring is done based on 
perceived behaviors displayed that fall into the categories of “never” (1), “occasionally” (2), “sometimes” (3), 
“often” (4), and “always” (5). Each frame is represented by 8 of the 32 items respectively. If a respondent scored an 
average of 4.0 or greater on the eight questions to determine the usage of a frame, they were active users of that 
frame.  
 
The second section required responses on a scale of 1 to 4. There are six items that required mandatory answers of 
forced ranking of choices where the same scale cannot be repeated. Each of the four items in this section 
corresponds to one frame. For example, all “a” items represent the structural frame, all “b” items represent the 
human resource frame, all “c” items represent the political frame, and all “d” items represent the symbolic frame. 
 
The third is a self-reporting section with two items that require the participants to rate themselves as effective 
leaders and managers. Participants who are rating the dean will rate her overall effectiveness as a leader and as a 
manager, based on a scale of 1 (bottom 20%) to 5 (top 20%). The final section requires the participants to provide 
demographic information regarding gender, age of the respondents, academic qualification, academic or non-
academic, the number of years spent in their current job and their managerial experience.  
 
Bolman and Deal (1991) assert that the internal reliability of the Leadership Orientation Survey is very high with 
Cronbach alpha for the frame measures ranging between .91 and .93. In this study, reliability scores obtained were 
similar to previous studies, in the range of .88 and .91, as seen in Table 3.1 below. 
 
Table 1: Cronbach alpha scores for reliability for each Leadership Orientation Survey frame 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame                                Cronbach alpha reliability score 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Structural        .89 
Human Resource                 .90 
Political         .88 
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Symbolic        .91 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Results  
4.1.  Leadership frames of a dean in a private university in Malaysia  
 
The dean rated herself high on the structural frame and the human resource frame (mean above 4.0) but her direct 
reports rated her high only on the structural frame (mean value 4.18, which is the only score above 4.0), as seen in 
Table 2 below. Results of the forced ranking indicate that the dean rated herself strongest in the human resource 
frame (3.67) whereas her direct reports rated her the strongest in the structural frame (2.86), also seen in Table 2 
below. 
 
Table 2: Overall leadership frames and forced ranking as perceived by the dean’s direct reports and the dean 
_____________________________________________________________________________
                      Direct Reports’ Dean’s
   Frame     Minimum        Maximum  Mean  Mean 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
   Structural     1.63  5.00   4.18           4.25 
Overall  Human Resource   1.25  4.88   3.79            4.25 
leadership  Political    1.25  4.75   3.79         3.75 
frames  Symbolic    1.25  4.75   3.86           3.50 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
   Structural      1.33  4.00    2.86  2.67 
Forced   Human Resource   1.33  3.83    2.42            3.67 
ranking  Political    1.17  4.00   2.26            2.00 
   Symbolic    1.17  3.50   2.44           1.67 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In the section with two items that require the participants to rate themselves as effective leaders and managers, the 
dean rated herself stronger as a leader than a manager. However, her staff reporting directly to her rated her 
otherwise, more effective as a manager (4.21) as compared to being a leader (4.03), as seen in Table 3 below. 
 
Table 3: Managerial and leadership effectiveness as perceived by the dean’s direct reports compared to the dean 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
         Mean   SD  Dean’s mean 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 Managerial effectiveness     4.21   0.89   4.00 
 Leadership effectiveness     4.03   0.92   5.00 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.2. Relationship between demographic variables and leadership effectiveness of the dean 
The results of independent sample t-test for gender, and position (academic or non-academic), indicate that the 
demographic variables are not factors which contributed to the overall leadership frames (p> .05) as seen in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: Independent sample t-test for gender and position of the dean’s direct reports 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Demographic  variable Frame    Mean Difference       t   Sig. (p) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
    Structural   -0.25     -1.12    0.27 
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    Human Resource   -0.03   -0.13   0.90 
  Gender  Political     0.11     0.45   0.66 
    Symbolic     0.08    0.30              0.77  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
    Structural    -0.07    -0.18   0.86 
    Human Resource  -0.37             0.85   0.40 
 Position  Political     0.01    0.01   0.99 
    Symbolic   -0.10       -0.23   0.82 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 5 presents the results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for highest level of academic qualification of 
the dean’s direct reports. Results show that there were significant differences between how the different levels of 
academic qualification rated the dean on the four leadership frames, with p < 0.05.  
 
Table 5: Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for highest level of academic qualification of the dean’s direct reports 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Frame       Sum of squares  df    Mean square   f        Sig. (p) 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Structural    Between groups  2.93           2  1.47  4.37 0.02* 
    Within groups  9.29           30  0.31 
Human Resource   Between groups  4.16    2  2.08  5.22 0.01* 
    Within groups  11.96     30  0.40 
Political   Between groups  2.66       2  1.33  3.53 0.04* 
    Within groups  11.33     30   0.38 
Symbolic   Between groups  3.48       2  1.74  4.25 0.02* 
    Within groups  12.30     30   0.41 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: * p < 0.05 
 
Table 6 presents the results of the Pearson r correlation test for age, years in current job and managerial experience 
with the four frames. From the results only correlation for age is significant to p<0.01 for the political frame and 
p<0.05 for the other three frames. Even so, the strength of the correlation between age and the four frames is rather 
weak, as the r values for age fall within the range of -.31 to -.50. 
 
Table 6: Correlation (Pearson r test) for age, years in current job and managerial experience, of the dean’s direct 
reports with the four frames 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Correlation       Structural    Human Resource Political       Symbolic 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Age     -0.35*  -0.35*  -0.50**  -0.43* 
Years on current job   -0.11  0.00  -0.26  -0.18 
Years of managerial experience  -0.21  -0.05  -0.23  -0.09 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
5. Summary and discussion  
From the results obtained, some of the key findings were that the structural frame appeared to be strongest frame 
used by the dean when evaluated by her direct reports. The dean rated herself highly in both the structural and 
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human resource frames. Neither the dean nor her direct reports found the other two frames – political or symbolic – 
were preferred frames used by the dean. This finding was different from earlier studies conducted (Sypawka, Mallet 
& McFadden, 2010; Beck-Frazier, White & McFadden, 2007; Cantu, 1997; Burks, 1992) where the majority of the 
respondents perceived the human resource frame as their primary leadership frame followed by the structural, 
political and symbolic leadership frames. However the similarity with these studies was that majority did not 
perceive that they exhibited multiple leadership frames simultaneously.  The lack of multi-frame use suggests the 
need for deans to have a heightened awareness of the frames and how to use them in daily activities. As such, 
universities should integrate an emerging leadership program to mentor promising personnel within their system. 
They could also facilitate the development of leadership skills in multi-frame orientations and benefit from more 
intense analytical leadership development programs. These leadership programs can enhance their understanding of 
the concepts of leadership behavior frames of Bolman and Deal (1984) and the use of multiple leadership frames.   
 
In this study, demographic variables did not play a major role in determining the frames displayed by the dean, 
possibly because the sample sizes were unequal in each category and were rather limited. Correlation between 
demographic variables and the four frames displayed were in the range of .31 to .50, in the weak category (Chua, 
2012). Suggestions for further work would include increasing the sample size of the respondents and a more equal 
distribution of sample size in each category. 
 
One of the important aspects of Bolman and Deal’s theory on leadership is that the use of more than one leadership 
frame increases the individual’s ability to make clear judgments and to act effectively (Bolman & Deal, 1991). 
Bolman and Deal advocate the use of multiple frames if leadership effectiveness is dependent on the ability to utilize 
the correct frame when needed. In Bolman and Deal’s framework, effective leaders are perceived to use three or 
more frames. In this preliminary study, the dean exhibited only one or two frames, which indicates that it may be 
necessary for future deans to be trained further to develop the ability to switch from one frame to another to meet the 
growing demands of the job and the position. The ability to reframe is important for effective leadership. The 
development of leadership training and development programs that address these issues will help to increase the 
deans’ knowledge of leadership frames and their personal capabilities as leaders in higher education. Organizations 
should provide opportunities for deans to think more intensely and analytically about leadership. This knowledge 
and experience has the potential to empower deans to work more effectively with different stakeholders in the 
complex situations they face.  
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